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Funding for the COPS Program has 

been reduced dramatically in recent 
years. In fiscal year 2003 the COPS Pro-
gram received $929 million in Federal 
funding. In fiscal year 2004, that level 
was reduced to $756 million, only to 
drop again in fiscal year 2005 to $606 
million. And now, for fiscal year 2006, 
the funding level has again been re-
duced to a mere $487.3 million, a dra-
matic decrease just over the last 3 fis-
cal years. This is unacceptable. Fund-
ing for these grant programs has con-
tinually dropped even as the needs of 
law enforcement officers, our first re-
sponders, grow. 

Funding cuts like the ones to the 
COPS Program have been mirrored in 
cuts to Byrne grants. For fiscal year 
2006, the administration’s budget pro-
posal would have completely elimi-
nated this critical law enforcement 
program in full. Congress rightly re-
jected the administration’s unjustified 
attempt to entirely do away with this 
important program, but unfortunately 
the funding level provided this year is 
inadequate. In fiscal year 2003, Byrne 
and the local law enforcement block 
grants, which have now been merged 
into one program, received a total of 
$900 million in Federal funding. By fis-
cal year 2005, that number was reduced 
to $634 million. This year, the Byrne 
program will receive a meager $416 mil-
lion in Federal funding. It is irrespon-
sible to habitually take the rug out 
from under our hard-working law en-
forcement officers by taking away 
their access to the funding they need 
to keep our communities across the 
country safe. 

It is my hope that in the next fiscal 
year, the administration and Congress 
will work together to repair the dam-
age done and increase critical funding 
to these and other programs that assist 
our State and local law enforcement of-
ficers on a daily basis. 

f 

THE KENNEDY CENTER HONORS 
TONY BENNETT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come the opportunity to join in com-
mending one of America’s greatest art-
ists who will receive a Kennedy Center 
Honors Award next month. Tony Ben-
nett is renowned and revered by mil-
lions because of his extraordinary tal-
ent and outstanding musical career 
which spans a half century, and he will 
always be a part of America’s musical 
legacy. His performances are part of 
our national songbook—tunes each of 
us know by heart and love to hear time 
and again. 

His distinctive voice and inspiring in-
terpretations have set the standard for 
musical artists across the years. His 
signature song, ‘‘I Left My Heart in 
San Francisco,’’ was released over 40 
years ago, but it is as fresh today as it 
was in 1962, the year it won three 
Grammy awards. 

His album ‘‘MTV Unplugged’’ cap-
tured the hearts of a new generation 
and was awarded a Grammy for Album 

of the Year in 1994. It was also one of 
the most successful recordings in a ca-
reer that includes countless other mu-
sical awards and achievements. 

He has left his heart in communities 
far beyond San Francisco. Still today, 
he remains forever young at heart, as 
one of America’s most beloved musical 
icons who continues to entertain us 
and enrich all our lives. 

It is gratifying to know that his re-
markable career will be recognized in 
the Honors Awards celebration at the 
Kennedy Center next month as a trib-
ute to his enduring contributions to 
our national cultural heritage. 

Countless lives have been touched by 
his artistry. This year at the Kennedy 
Center Honors, the country will have 
the opportunity to thank him for all 
that he has done so well for so long. 

f 

KENNEDY CENTER SALUTES 
ROBERT REDFORD 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, each 
year the Kennedy Center pays tribute 
to distinguished artists who have made 
extraordinary contributions to the 
American cultural experience. The Na-
tion will be delighted to know that this 
year Robert Redford will receive one of 
these prestigious awards. 

Mr. Redford exemplifies the record of 
achievement and accomplishment that 
define the Kennedy Center Honors 
Awards. With special grace and great 
talent, he has become a legend in film. 
His roles as an actor are among the 
most memorable ever on screen. He can 
be charming, as he was in Butch Cas-
sidy and the Sundance Kid, The Sting, 
and Barefoot in the Park. He can be se-
rious, as he was in The Candidate and 
All the President’s Men. And he is al-
ways compelling—never more so than 
in The Great Gatsby and A River Runs 
Through It. 

Mr. Redford is equally accomplished 
as a director and producer. But wheth-
er he stars, directs, or produces—and 
sometimes all three—a Redford project 
is always remarkable for its integrity, 
beauty, and power. 

In 2003, he was in Washington to de-
liver the annual Nancy Hanks Lecture 
on the role of the arts in public policy. 
This lecture is a tribute to the memory 
of Nancy Hanks, who served as the 
early chair of the National Endowment 
for the Arts, and Mr. Redford’s lecture 
was especially fitting, because he be-
lieves so deeply in the fundamental im-
portance of the arts in our public pol-
icy. 

His passionate belief in arts edu-
cation has been a continuing part of 
his outstanding career. He founded the 
Sundance Institute as part of his life-
long commitment to expand opportuni-
ties for new works and new artists to 
ensure a vigorous American cultural 
legacy for future generations. 

I commend all that he has accom-
plished. It is a privilege to join in con-
gratulating him on this well-deserved 
award from the Kennedy Center. I am 
sure my brother would be proud of him. 

VOTE EXPLANATION 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, on roll-

call vote No. 347, I was recorded as not 
voting. It was my intention to vote 
‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

TERRORISM RISK INSURANCE 
EXTENSION ACT 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate Banking Committee 
reported out S. 467, the Terrorism Risk 
Insurance Extension Act of 2005 which 
will extend for 2 years the terrorism 
risk insurance program that is due to 
expire on December 31. I suspect the in-
surance industry is breathing a collec-
tive sigh of relief that this bill has fi-
nally passed in the Senate. All Ameri-
cans concerned about economic growth 
should also feel some relief. 

This bill represents a compromise be-
tween the very strong views of the ad-
ministration and the approach origi-
nally set forth in the bill as intro-
duced. I must commend Senators DODD 
and BENNETT and their staffs for their 
tireless work on this legislation, as 
well as Chairman SHELBY and Ranking 
Member SARBANES. I understand that 
getting to this point was not without 
its challenges. Nevertheless, we arrived 
at a bipartisan compromise. 

There are still some who believe that 
we do not need a terrorism insurance 
program with a Federal backstop; that 
the capacity of the industry to provide 
this insurance has improved, and the 
program has achieved its goals. Frank-
ly, I am not convinced. Because of the 
random and unpredictable nature of 
terrorism, I am not yet convinced that 
the private sector can adequately or 
accurately assess terrorism risk in the 
absence of a Federal backstop. 

It has been 4 years since the Sep-
tember 11 attacks that prompted the 
passage of the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Act. And while we have been for-
tunate here in the United States that 
no events have triggered the use of this 
Federal backstop, the bombings in 
London this summer, the Madrid train 
bombing last year, the nightclub bomb-
ing in Bali in 2002, and the alarming in-
crease in suicide bombers in the Middle 
East serve as painful reminders of the 
reality of the ongoing war on terror, 
and the fact that attacks can happen 
anywhere at anytime. 

Prior to September 11, the risk of 
terrorism was not a factor when insur-
ers wrote policies. However, in the 
post-9/11 environment, the availability 
of affordable insurance for terrorism 
risks has become a necessity. The war 
on terror involves protecting our 
homeland and protecting our citizens. 
In light of the current environment, it 
would be both unrealistic and pre-
mature to conclude that a Federal 
backstop is no longer necessary. I 
think it was irresponsible for the ad-
ministration to suggest that it is now 
appropriate to shift the burden of in-
suring against the risk of terrorist at-
tacks solely to the private insurance 
market. 
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We accepted the recommendations of 

the administration by dropping several 
lines of insurance from the program. 
However, there is one very critical line 
that has never been included, and one 
that I am disappointed is not part of 
this compromise bill, and that is group 
life. As I have said on numerous occa-
sions, it is critical that we create con-
ditions that permit the private insur-
ance markets to continue to offer 
group life insurance coverage to em-
ployees at high risk of attack. 

Since 2002, I have fought to include 
group life insurance in the Terrorism 
Risk Insurance Program. I was dis-
appointed, at that time, that the Bush 
administration chose to focus its ef-
forts on insuring buildings against ter-
rorism but was dismissive of the crit-
ical role that group life insurance plays 
for tens of thousands of families at the 
highest risk of terrorist attack. 

We saw vividly, post-9/11, the suf-
fering of so many families, and while 
the most immediate grieving was for 
the loss of human life, the harsh re-
ality is that many families lost their 
livelihood as well. In a time of loss, a 
life insurance policy can mean the dif-
ference between having to sell the fam-
ily home, pulling the kids out of col-
lege, or even, in some cases, having 
enough money to put food on the table. 

Moreover, the lack of affordable rein-
surance for group life products calls 
into question the administration’s po-
sition that TRIA is crowding out inno-
vation that would otherwise enable the 
industry to offer insurance for ter-
rorism risk without a governmental 
backstop. Reinsurance has essentially 
evaporated for the group life sector, 
which Treasury specifically chose not 
to include in the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Program, and thus was not hin-
dered in its pursuit of market innova-
tions. We ought to be working to cre-
ate a marketplace where reinsurance 
can reemerge for group life products, 
rather than jeopardize the TRIA-facili-
tated appearance of reinsurance for 
products, like workers compensation, 
which are comparable to group life. 

I certainly appreciate that innova-
tions within the insurance industry 
may be part of the long-term solution, 
and we certainly must facilitate that 
as we go forward. The time has come 
for Congress to review the current reg-
ulatory landscape of the insurance in-
dustry to ensure that it does not un-
necessarily restrict innovation. I be-
lieve that this legislation is consistent 
with that objective—extending TRIA 
for a period of time sufficient for Con-
gress to begin looking at modernizing 
the regulatory scheme for insurance 
while it also reviews longer term solu-
tions to the challenge of insuring 
against acts of terror. 

I am pleased that this legislation re-
quires the Presidential Working Group 
to do a study on the long-term viabil-
ity and affordability of terrorism in-
surance and the affordability of inclu-
sion of group life insurance. I look for-
ward to reviewing the Presidential 

Working Group’s recommendations, 
and it is my hope that it recommends 
inclusion of group life in the program. 

Additionally, I am satisfied with the 
‘‘make available’’ provisions in this 
bill. At the end of the day, this pro-
gram is not about the profits of the in-
surance industry; it is about the abil-
ity of American businesses to have ac-
cess to insurance protection. That 
should be the very minimum required 
of an industry that enjoys the type of 
protection we have provided. 

Estimating the likelihood of attacks 
or the extent of loss is difficult, if not 
impossible. Now is not the time for the 
administration or Congress to leave 
the private insurers to go it alone. I am 
pleased that last night the Senate 
passed this important legislation. 
Doing nothing would not have been ac-
ceptable. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, although the Senate’s passage of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Exten-
sion Act of 2005 is a good start to en-
suring continuity within our financial 
markets in the event they are im-
pacted by another terrorist attack, I 
am disappointed the Act failed to in-
clude group life insurance. 

Over 160 million working Americans 
have coverage through a group life pol-
icy. For many, this coverage is their 
only form of life insurance. Loss of this 
benefit would threaten their families’ 
financial stability. 

Group life insurance poses unique 
risks to the carriers that provide it. 
Much like workers’ compensation in-
surance, the high level of risk con-
centration by employer and worksite 
makes group life insurance particu-
larly vulnerable to large-scale losses 
from events such as terrorist attacks. 

Before the September 11 tragedy, 
group life insurers protected against 
large-scale losses through the purchase 
of catastrophe reinsurance. Since that 
time, group life insurers have experi-
enced a decreased availability of catas-
trophe reinsurance coverage. At the 
same time, the cost of this limited cov-
erage and its related deductible have 
increased to the point where the cov-
erage is cost-prohibitive. Additionally, 
it is not uncommon for catastrophe re-
insurers to exclude terrorism on most 
quotes. 

Opponents of group life’s inclusion 
argue that free market participants 
should be able to reach a price on any 
commodity. But this mindset ignores 
the fact that group life insurers do not 
operate in a truly free market. Even if 
group life insurers wanted to exclude 
coverage for terrorist acts—which 
many, for good public policy reasons, 
reject as an option—they currently are 
prohibited from doing so. 

Ordinarily, insurers would control 
their risk exposure through the pre-
miums they charge. However, in the 
context of terrorism, this mechanism 
also is no longer available for group 
life insurers. The lack of historical 
data on the incidence rate of terrorism 
in the United States prevents insurers 

from pricing for this risk. Moreover, 
the very nature of terrorism—a non 
natural event—makes it a risk for 
which actuaries have no basis to price. 

The bill’s required analysis of the 
long-term availability and afford-
ability of insurance for terrorism risk, 
including group life coverage, simply 
offers the distant hope of a solution for 
group life insurers. Daily reminders of 
the continued threat of terrorism re-
quire an immediate solution. 

For these reasons, I respectfully urge 
members of the conference committee 
to look beyond the buildings the act 
would protect and protect the people 
inside those buildings by including 
group life in the extension. 

f 

TAX RELIEF ACT OF 2005 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, they say 

that timing is everything. And the tim-
ing of the Congress’s actions these days 
is indicative of our priorities. Yester-
day, the House rightly voted against 
the Labor, Health and Human Services 
and Education appropriations bill that 
under funded job training, education 
and health care. Last night, the House 
voted to pass a reconciliation spending 
package that would cut programs such 
as child support, food stamps, and Med-
icaid. Also last night, the Senate 
passed $60 billion worth of tax cuts. 

What does that say to hard working 
Americans about the priorities of this 
Government? I want to make it clear 
to my colleagues that I support many 
of the provisions that are included in 
this legislation. I support tax provi-
sions aimed at helping Gulf States re-
cover from Hurricanes Katrina and 
Rita. I support extending the tuition 
deduction, the research and develop-
ment tax credit, and a deduction for 
teacher expenses, among others. And I 
strongly support the extension of the 
increased exemption amounts for the 
alternative minimum tax. 

In fact, I would support much broad-
er reform of the AMT. More and more 
middle class individuals and families 
will find themselves impacted by this 
onerous tax if Congress does not act 
soon to correct it. I would also support 
some capital gains and dividend rate 
reform. I want to make it clear to my 
constituents that I am not opposed to 
tax cuts—when the time is right—when 
we are in surplus. In 2001, I supported 
the tax cut legislation, based on the 
fact that we were running a surplus. It 
stands to reason, then, that during 
these times of record deficits, that we 
can ill afford the tax package the Sen-
ate approved yesterday. 

I want to repeat what I just said—I 
am not opposed to tax cuts. That is 
why I supported the alternative pack-
age of extensions offered by Senator 
CONRAD. This amendment contained 
nearly identical extension provisions. 
The amendment even went further on 
the AMT then the underlying bill, en-
suring that no more taxpayers pay the 
tax over 2005. The difference? The al-
ternative was fully paid for, through a 
series of offsets. 
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